


































































































B. Land Exchange Priorities:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: In the 1980’s, the land exchange program has
JSocused mostly on responding to land exchange proposals
developed by DNR staff, staff of other agencies and especially
exchanges proposed by private parties. In recent years, about
half of the completed state/private sector land exchanges
have been initiated by private parties. These exchanges are
usually small in scale and relatively expensive to administer.
While these exchanges provide a public service, they usually
have fewer resource or management benefits than exchanges
initiated by resource managers.

Resource management objectives, such as land consolidation,
uniting surface and sub-surface ownerships, acquiring
recreation land and wildlife habitat can all be served more
effectively by a more proactive land exchange program. By
being more proactive, the DNR will better serve a broader
public interest.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommencded
that the DNR establish a more proactive land exchange
program. That could be accomplished by setting priorities that
place greater emphasis on exchanges that benefit resource
management objectives and enable more efficlent
management and use of public land. As a public service, the
DNR should continue to administer exchanges proposed by
private individuals.

The Land Exchange Study recommended that the DNR
develop a land exchange policy statement to guide
implementation of land exchange priorities.

Implementation: The DNR developed a land excharge policy
and incorporated the policy into DNR Policy #16, Lan
Exchanges and Land Title Transfers. The DNR land
exchange policy is:

"It is the Department policy to use land exchange, when
appropriate, as a tool to improve the pattern of public
land ownership for the management of natural
resources. A variety of land tenure patterns are needed
to manage the state’s diverse resources. Consolidated
and dispersed land holdings respectively benefit the
management of different resources. Therefore, the
Department’s policy recognizes the benefit of both
dispersed and consolidated holdings. Land exchange
will be used to address specific resource management
ohjectives according to approved unit plans, or, lacking
those, on a case-by-case basis.

30



The DNR developed land exchange priorities and also
incorporated them into DNR Policy #16. The land exchange
priorities are as follows: (A = highest priority, etc.)

PRIORITY
A

Exchange of state school trust lands located

within the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
Wilderness (BWCAW) for federally-owned
lands outside the BWCAW

Exchange of school trust lands located in
DNR management units precluded from
generating revenue for the Trust for DNR-
administered non-Trust lands capable of
generating revenue for the Trust

Exchange opportunities identified by the

department in approved unit management

¥lans (e.g. wildlife area management plans,
orest unit plans, park plans, etc.).

Exchange to acquire unique resources
Exchange to reunite surface ownership and
mineral rights in areas of high mineral
potential

Exchanges not included in approved
management plans.
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C.

Land Exchange Review:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: The state land exchange process effectively
administers small-scale land exchanges. Howeuver, large-
scale land exchanges have posed review requirements not
easily addressed by the existing process. There were two
concerns.

a) Large-scale exchanges are complex and require review
and interdisciplinary coordination at an earlier stage
than occurs with small-scale land exchanges.

b) The second concern is somewhat the reverse of the
first. Exchanges derived from such efforts as unit
planning have already experienced extensive
interdisciplinary review and coordination. For some of
these exchanges, the current land exchange review
process could be streamlined.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommended
that DNR Policy #16 be revised to accomplish two changes:

a) All land managing disciplines should be given an
opportunity to participate at an early stage in large-
scale land exchange processes. That participation
should occur at the point where parcels are identified
for exchange consideration.

b) Review processes should be revised to allow
appropriate reduction in review requirements for
exchange proposals derived from PERT*-approved,
irlxterd)iscipllnary management plans (e.g Forest Unit
Plans).

Implementation: DNR Policy #16 was revised to
accommodate the above recommendations.

PERT is the DNR Planning and Environmental Review Team. It
consists of regional administrators and directors and administrators
of DNR divisions and bureaus. Their role is to review significant
DNR actions and advise the DNR Commissioner.
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D.

Timber Appraisals:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: Timber appraisals for land exchange are time

consuming and costly and may be an unwarranted expense

in certain situations. State law requires separate appraisal of

timber and land value for the purchase, exchange or sale of

gn stc;te-tmivned parcel. Minnesota Statutes Chapter 90.061,
. 4 states:

"When an appraisal of valuation of any land is made,
the state appraiser shall place an estimate and
valuation of any timber thereon and make a separate
appraisal thereof..."

The intent is to protect the public interest by insuring that
timber values are fully recognized in state land transactions.

The measure of insurance provided by separate appraisal of
land and timber values may be unwarranted in certain
situations. The Land Exchange Study has not conducted an
in-depth assessment of appraisal needs. Therefore, the
conclusion is based mostly on the verbal comments of
resource managers. Although no evidence was uncovered
that separate appraisals have ever prevented an exchange,
resource managers have cited a number of reasons for
concern with the requirement. It can increase the cost,
complexity and time required to complete a land exchange.
Also, separate appraisals can be irrelevant in situations
where the timber characteristics of land being exchanged is
identical or where timber values are insignificant.

The Land Exchange Study has uncovered no evidence that
separate appraisals yleld a significantly timproved result. The
U.S. Forest Service does not require separate appraisals for
timber. In a survey of twelve other states with large land
management programs, only four required timber appraisals
in r?clll exchanges; another three required them under certain
conditions.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommended
that the DNR should evaluate timber appraisal requirements
Jor land exchange and ldentify conditions where gglpraisals
can be discretionary without compromising the public interest.
The DNR should sponsor legislation to implement findings of
that evaluation.

Implementation: The DNR undertook that evaluation in the

1987 /89 biennium and proposed legislation to modify timber
appraisal requirements. That legislation did not pass.
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E. Abstract and Title Requirements:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: State real estate abstract requirements pose
barriers to land exchange with some other public agencies.
Minnesota Statutes 94.343, Subdivision 9 states:

"No exchange of Class A land shall be consummated
unless the attorney general shall have given an opinion
in writing that the title of the land proposed to be
conveyed to the state is good and marketable, free from
all liens and encumbrances except reservations herein
authorized. If required by the attorney general, the
land owner shall submit an abstract of title and make
and file with the commissioner an affidavit as to
possession of the land, improvements, liens, and
enlceumbrances thereon, and other matters affecting the
title.

In practice, the Attorney General's office always requires an
abstract of title in order to prepare an opinion on good and
marketable title.

Preparation of abstracts is not always a significant cost factor
Jor the state’s exchange partners. Actually, a far higher cost
may be incurred in clearing defects on titles found to be
dejgctive. Nevertheless, abstract requirements have been a
concern for two reasons:

a) the state does not offer title abstracts on land it
conveys to its exchange partners unless it already
possesses an abstract. This creates an impression of
inequity, since the state requires abstracts but does
not reciprocate.

b) even relatively small abstract costs can deter counties
from large-scale land exchanges.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommended
that the DNR should evaluate practices on abstract
requirements and should consider two alternatives:

a) On reguest of its exchange partner, the state should
consider providing an abstract of title for land it
conveys in an exchange. (The DNR already is doing
this on a limited basis.)

b) The feasibility of legislative appropriations to pay for
county abstracts for state/county exchanges should be
studied.

Implementation: The DNR Bureau of Real Estate Services
reviewed the DNR's abstract procedures during the 1985\87
biennium. When requested, the DNR now provides abstracts
of title on land it exchanges to counties.
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F. Automated Data and Land Exchange:

1)

Concern: Automated data can play a major role in evaluating
resource characteristics of exchange parcels, however, data
base limitations constrain that potential. As a result of
priorities established to guide the land exchange program, the
DNR probably will initlate more large-scale land exchanges.
Those exchanges mostly will be generated through unit
planning approaches such as Forest Unit Planning. Proposed
exchanges often will include a complex range of resource
characteristics and objectives.

The Land Exchange Study has demonstrated that automated
data can provide the following:

a) a regional context by which broad general resource
management concerns can be understood,

b) a quick snap-shot look at the resource management
characteristics of land proposed for exchange,

c) a more detailed assessment of a broad range of
resource characteristics,

d) a quantifiable approach to assessing complex resource
management concerns (e.g. timber economic model,
wildlife model),

e) a clear context by which regional and central office
staff can review large-scale exchange proposals.

Data base limitations constrain more effective use of
automated files in land exchange or other resource
management efforts. There are three data concerns:

a) dated data: the current data base contains information
that is up to twenty years old, e.ig. the land use
variable. Such data are too old for effective use in
resource management,

b) data resolution: most statewide data are accurate at
the forty acre parcel level or larger (section or
township). More detailed data (2.5 to 10 acre level) are
needed for evaluation of site characteristics.

c) data gaps: detailed data are available for some areas
but not for others. For example, digitized soils survey
information is available only in certain counties and
Phase II forest cover information is available only for
state land and county land. Essential resource
information is not available in automated files for
much of the non-state land. Certain other types of
data are lacking for all areas of the state (i.e. mineral
potential and bedrock geology).
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2)

3)

In addition, while data elements are all compatible, they are
stored in dji%erent locations and on different corgputer
systems. is increases the cost of integrating data from
differing sources for application on any glven resource issue.
These limitations do not preclude use of automated data in
the land exchange process. Rather, they increase the cost
and limit the applications.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommended
that the DNR, counties, and the Land Management
Information Center (LMIC) should continue to explore use of
automated information in all future large-scale land
exchanges.

The DNR should explore approaches for developing better and
more comprehensive automated resource data files.

The DNR should continue to expand its development and use
of geographic information as one approach to better
integrating resource data files.

Implementation: Several actions have been taken partly in
response to the recommendations of this study but largely in
response to long-term data and geographic information needs.
The DNR Division of Forestry and the DNR Office of Planning,
in cooperation with the Land Management Information Center,
are exploring development of the next generation of ~
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) that will improve the
state’s ability to use automated data in land exchange and
other resource management efforts. The DNR and LMIC have
created a statewide natural resources GIS consortium and are
issuing a GIS newsletter to better coordinate interest in a state
GIS system.

The DNR, in cooperation with LMIC, Bemidjl State University,
and the University of Minnesota, has embarked on a pilot

project to explore use of satellite imagery to update significant
aspects o_FtAﬁé state’s land use/land cover data base.

The DNR Office of Planning will continue to assist as

requested In providing automated data services for large-scale
land exchange proposals.
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G.

Land Exchange Program Stafiflng:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: Opportunities _for land exchange in Minnesota are
significant. However, the state was not able to address those
opportunities in a timely fashion with staff assigned to land
exchange dprogram when the Land Exchange Study was
conducted. The primary constraint was in the DNR Bureau of
Real Estate Services. :

The Bureau of Real Estate Services provides administrative
support servicejfor land exchange proposals. This includes
responsibilities for appraisals, landowner negotiations,
administrative reviews and coordination of surveys and title
opinions with the Attorney General's office. They administer
all exchanges m% state and county land and function as
staff to the State Exchange Board.

In the past, the Bureau of Real Estate Services has not had
sufficient staff to process a significant increase in land
exchange proposals. In the 1985/87 biennium, the Land
Bureau received two additional staff positions, one each in
DNR Reglons One and Two. These positions have addressed
Bureau of Real Estate Services regional responsibilities
including land exchange. Also, the DNR Bureau of Real
Estate Services has recetved LCMR ing to implement the
conclusions of the Accelerated Exchange and Improved
Land Management Study. Given the broad :ggpe of Bureau of
Real Estate Services responsibilities, these itions may not
allow a significant increase in land exchange completions.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Study recommended
that the Bureau of Real Estate Services should assess results
of recent staff additions and determine whether or not those
additions are sufficient to effectively address land exchange
opportunities. If the Bureau of Real Estate Management
concludes that additonal staff is needed on a long-term basis
to administer DNR land exchange interests, then a permanent
ﬁm?ttirolg source should be sought to fund those additional
positions.

Disciplines, such as the Division of Forestry, interested in
exchanging a large acreage of DNR-administered land to
reach thelr resource management objectives should consider
assigning staff to develop thetr land exchange interests.

Implementation: Implementation needs will be addressed

when Bureau of Real Estate Services staffing levels are
considered at the end of the current biennium.
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School Trust Lands:

1)

2)

3)

Concern: Some DNR-administered School Trust lands are
located in ement units where income is not generated
(e.%os(;)me Wildlife Management Units). This deprives the

School Trust Fund of income. The DNR has responsibility for
managing School Trust lands in a way that benefits the
School Trust Fund. To effectively meet that responsibility, the
DNR must be able to manage such lands for income
generation. However, the state lacked speclfic legislative
authorization to exchange School Trust lands for other state
landfb?g that income generation for the Trust would be
possible.

Recommendation: The Land Exchange Stygu%reconmzended
that legislation be developed by the DNR to allow exchange of
School Trust land for other state land.

Implementation: Legislation was introduced and passed

allowing exchange of School Trust land with other state land.
(Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 628, Sec. 15, Subd. 5) '
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